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The study examined the quality of educational
research published in the journals, with a focus on the following:
(1) an evaluation of the quality of contemporary published research
from the standpoint of sound research conduct and reporting as judged
by experts, and (2) an examination of the relationship between
assigned quality ratings and selected characteristics of research
articles and participation experts. A stratified random sample of the
1971 educational research articles was selected and a sample of
judges to rate the articles was selected via the membership directory
of American Educational Research Association (AERA)< The results of
the study provide consumers of research with needed information
regarding the soundness of the research whose findings influence
present-day decision making. (Author)
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Introduction

This study was designed to determine the quality of educational rzsearCh

articles published in educational journals and in journals of related pro-

fessions. Published educational research is the delivery system by which pro-

fessional educators acquire much of their understanding of today's educational

problems. In this critical communicative process, the need for sound research

meanirwful, interpretable information is imperative. Yet, consider-

able doubt has been raised as to the quality of published educational research

and, therefore, as to the validity and significance of the data being provided

educators via the research renorted (Bloom, 1966; richael, 1963; Scriven, 1960),

The only recent comprehensive study of the quality of published educational

resr arch is is carried out on a representative sarple of L62 research articles

by an ad hoc Committee cn Evaluation of Educational Research established by

AnA (Uandt, 1967). That study found that a majority of research articles

published in 1962 contained serious flals. ;lore disturbing, less than 7%

of the research articles published in education journals were rated as being

1-orthy of publication, and the quality of research published in education

journals uas found to be markedly inferior to that published in journals of

related professions - primarily psycholoy.

1Presented at the American Educational `.research Association Annual Conference
Chicago, April 1074.

*University of South Florida
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1;umerous guidelines for evaluating educational research have appeared

in the last 20 years, attestin7, to the need for informed, critical evalua-

tion of the material appearing as research (e.g. Best, 1970; Borg, 1963;

:vorak, 1956; rarquhar & Krumboltz, 195: Johnson, 1957: Kohr & Suydam, 1970:

Strauss, 1 ?6 Symond, 1956: Van Dalen, 1953; Uiersma, 1969). However, empiri-

cal studies on the question of the quality of actual research have been almost

non-existent. follow-up of the 1962 work of the AEPA Committee on Evaluation

of Research has heretofore been undertaken.

The years since 1262 have brought many ostensible advances in educational

research. :lembership in AMA has grown tremendously since 1962; new journals

have been established to publish educational research. Educational research

is no recognized as a specialty in its own right, not simply a subspecialty

of psychology. The years since 1962 have also been the years of federally

funded projects.tn educational research and for programs with a mandate for

evaluation.' tt consideration of these changes led to the decision to re-

plicate the earlier study.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the present study vas to determine the quality of the

current body of educational research published in journals. In examining

the general question of quality of published educational research, the investi-

gators focused on the following specific questions:

1. 1,1hat per cent of the educational research articles published in
journals are considered by experts in educational research to
(1) merit publication without change, (2) need minor revision to
make them acceptable for publication, (3) need major revision to
make them acceptable for publication, (4) be so low in quality they
should not have been published?

2. How do the experts rate representative educational research articles
on specific characteristics related to the quality of research and
of research reporting?
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3. Is there a difference in quality, both overall and on the specific
characteristics, between educational research articles published in
(1) research - oriented education journals, (2) non-research oriented
education journals, and (3) related profession journals?

4. What specific shortcomings are most frequently cited by experts to
substantiate a judgment to reject or require major revisions in an
article.

In order to compare the findings with those of a decade ago, the study

was, insofar as feasible, a replication of the work of the Committee on Evalua-

t on of Research (Wendt, 1967). Procedural departures from the earlier work

were taken where necessary in an attempt to strengthen the research design.

Sc.ne changes were also required because of changes over the decade in the

population of journals, and reviewers. Nany of the procedural changes were

based on recommendations of the earlier investigators (Wandt, 1967) or insp:i7ed

by difficulties that they encountered.

In addition to pursuing the basic questions posed above, the investiga-

tors also examined the influence of selected characteristics of the judges

on assigned ratings.

lethodology

The sampling and data gathering procedures of the study were identical

to those of the earlier study of the committee on Evaluation of Research except

where specifically noted.

Selection of journals and articles.

The first task was the identification of the population of educational

research articles and selection of a representative sample of the articles.

In the original study the following criteria were established for iden-

tifying journals publishing educational research: (1) They must have been

indexed in Education Index and (2) They must have been cited 10 or more times

in chapter bibliographies of the Review of Educational Research during the

full three year cycle immediately preceding the year selected for study.
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RER changed its editorial policy in the middle of 1970, so that the last

full 3-year cycle aas from mid-1967 to mid-1970. In the future, this may not

be a useful criterion to use in a study of this kind. Perhaps citation in

Encyclopedia of Educational Res.:arch or the Arnual Review of Educational

Research could be used.

Journals were classified as "Related Profession- (RP) if they were in-

dexed in Ulrich's Periodicals Diractory under the headings of psychology,

sociology, and medical science. Tht: remaining journals were classified as

either "Educational, publishing primarily research" (ER) or "Educational,

publishing primarily non- research" (NR) depending upon the per cent of

articles (exclusive of reviews and comments) that were research.* The

criterion for classification as "primarily research" was 51% or more of

the articleS devoted to research. The 1971 population of journals is re-

ported in Table 1 and the population of journals for the 1962 study is in

Appendix D.

In comparing the population of journals with that of the earlier study,

the following chances were found:

(1) Fifty-se,ren journals met the selection criteria in 1962, only
met them for 1971. Nine journals in 1962 and two in 1971

had no research articles, leaving a population of 49 for 1962
and 44 for 1971.

(2) In 1962, only 5 journals were classified as "Educational, pub-
lishing primarily research." In 1971 there were 13 - a dra:aatic
change. The number of NR journals decreased from 27 in 1962 to
22. There was no change in the number of RP journals.

(3) Several journals selected in 1971 were classified differently
than in 1962: three NR (1962) were ER in 1971 two ER (1962)
were NP. (1971) and one RP in 1962 became ER in 1971.

(4) Of journals added to the list, 6 were ER, 11 NR, and 4 RP of
those deleted, 1 was ER, 15 NR, and 3 RP.

*The 1962 study used "percentage of total journal pages devoted to rest
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One unanticipated difficulty from this objective process of selecting

articles was that five articles from three "Related Profession" journals

(American Journal of ental Deficiency, Journal of Speech and Hearing Research,

Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders) were so technical in a non-educa-

tional specialty that the reviewers were unable to review them. For each

such article, a replacement was randomly selected from the same journal:

In future studies of this type, perhaps a criterion of "relevance to educa-

tion" should be added to the selection criteria for the population of articles.

The sample was formed by stratifying the population of articles (N = 1486)

by journal, and drawing an 87 sample of articles at random within each stratum

(journal), thereby creating a proportionate stratified random sample of 121

orticles. (See Table 1). The 121 articles are listed in Appendix C. The

earlier study sampled from a population of 327 research articles. The 1486

research articles in the 1971 population represents a marked increase in

number from a decade earlier, although the 1971 population is contained with-

in fewer journals (44 as compared to 49),

Selection of Judges

Judges for the 1962 study were selected from the &ERA directory on the

basis of their professional reputation in educational research mecnodology."

The investigators in the present study decided to begin with a random maple

of the members in Division D ( :leasurement and Research Hethodology) of the

1971-72 AFRA Directory. The first step was the selection of a 10% sample

of the approximately 5000 regular members of Division D, selecting the first

person randomly, then proceeding to select every 10th person in the directory.

The approximately 500 Division D members selected were then sent reply cards

inviting them to serve as judges. Of the 439 members who responded, 353

indicated a willingness to participate and supplied information about their

background.
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The judges in the original study were described as being selected on the

basis of their professional reputation. Ninety-eight per cent held the doctnr-

ate, 63% had taught research courses, 75% had supervised a dissertation, and

78% had supervised a thesis. The median number of published articles was 16.

The volunteers for the present study departed somewhat from the original group

of judges as to these characteristics, so an attempt was made to select from

the pool of volunteers a group which was as similar as possible to the orig-

inal group of judges, After first being selected in regard to "earned doctor's

degree" the volunteers were rank ordered as to "number of publications." 'An

attempt was then made to select those with the greatest number of publications.

The final criterion was supervision of theses and dissertations. Even with

this deliberate selection, the present sample of judges has fewer publications

and a little less research experience than judges for the earlier study, perhaps

indicating that they are generally a younger group than those in the 1962 study.

The final group of .11dges selected numbered 171; 121 to serve for the main rating

study and 50 to serve in a reliability study of the ratings. The characteris-

tics of the judges are reported in Table 2.

Tile great majority of judges in the earlier study (84%) were members of

the American Psychological Association. A nost hoc check of judges in the

present study found only 44Z to be members of APA. The judges are 3isted in

Appendix B.

Assignment of Articles to Judges

One of the 121 articles to be evaluated was assigned at random and mailed

to each of 121 judges drawn randomly from the total group of 171 judges.

Following a recommendation in the earlier study, the investigators attempted

to reduce bias on the part of the judges toward the articles by having all

articles reproduced with the name of the journal and the names and addresses

of the authors omitted. The remaining 50 judges were each randomly assigned
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and mailed one of the 121 articles being evaluated by the larger group of

judges. The pairs of ratings thereby derived on 50 of the 121 articles was

the basis lor a reliability study of the evaluative ratings. A check on the

assignment process revealed that. in no cake did a judge receive an article

of which he was an author.

At the time of this report, rating data had not been received on seven

of the 121 articles. Any resulting bias is assumed to be minimal because the

missing ratings are distributed across six different journals and all three

journal categories. However, for the'data analysis reported below, the miss-

ing ratings reduced the N of the basic study to 114 and the reliability N

to 44.

The Evaluation Instrument

The evaluation instrument used was a modification of that devised by

the Committee on Evaluation of Research (Wanda, 1907). It required three.

types of reactions to the article: (1) ratings on specific characteristics,

(2) overall rating, and (3) justification of overall= rating.

Each judge was asked to rate his assigned article in terms of-)3 charac-

teristics deemed desirable as aspects of quality in conducting and reporting

research. For each characteristic, a five-point scale wa. used, representing

five levels of quality:

Level of Quality Description

5 - Excellent A model of good practice
4 - Good A few minor defects
3 - "7ediocre Not good, not bad
2 - Poor Some serious defects
1 - Complete] y. A horrible example

Incompetent.

If a characteristic was not appropriate to the research study, the

judge was asked to place an 'X' by the characteristic.
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The 33-item rating scale Was an expansion of the 25-item scale used in

---

the earlier study. The investigators addedieig t items to the original scale,

two that were suggested by the earlier study and ix that arose from the in-

vestigators' personal experien9g in research consumption. The 33-item scale

was composed of seven subscales
1
covering the following topics: (1) Title

(2) Problem, (3) Ueview of Literature, (4) Procedures, (5) Data Analysis,

(6) Summary and Conclusions, and (7) Form and Style. The rating scale is

included as Appendix A.

Each judge was next asked to assume the role of editor of a journal that

published educational research and to make one of four choices in regard

to his assigned article: (1) accept as i§ for publication, (2) accept for

publication after minor revisions, (3) accept only after major revisions,

or (4) reject it. This 4-choice rating is hereafter referred to as the'ARRR

rating. Those judges who rated their assigned article as (3) or (4) were'

asked to indicate which of the 33 specific shortcomings they would cite to

substantiate their judgment.

In the original study the judge had only three choices in his role as

editor: (1) accept as is, (2) accept after minor revisions, or (3) reject.

The earlier investigators found that many judges stretched category (2) to

include major as well as minor revisions. Therefore, "accept after major

revision' was added as an explicit category in the present study.

Interjudge Reliability of the Instrument

For 44 articles ratings were received from two judges. Inter-judge corre-

lations were computed for all subscales, for the total scale,and for the ARRR

ratings. These correlations, reported in Table 3, range from .11 for the 1-

item scale of "Title" to .6C for the 5-item scale of "Review,of the Literature".

In addition, a check was made as to the extent of agreement between pairs of
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judges on the ARRP scale. As Table 4 indicates, there were no cases in which

an article rated 'Reject" by one judge was rated "Accept as is" by the other

and vice versa. There were only 9 cases (20%) in which the judges diffelked

by two categories. Thirty per cent of the judgments were the same and an

additional:50 per cent differed by only one category.

Internal Validaticn of the Instrument

Since there is no external criterion against which to validate the

rating scale, an attempt was made to gauge the consistency of the ratings

within the instrument. A total scale score was computed for each article, by

adding the numerical values of the 33 ratings and dividing by the number of

items reted.2 Similarly, a mean rating was computed for each of the seven

subscales of the rating scale. The interftal,consistency of the instrument

was checked in two ways:

1. Computation of intercorrelations of all the Subsie;;CePt"
correlations with."litle- , these ranged from .30 to .65. All inter-
correlations were significant (df =:112).beyond the .005 alpha level.

2. Computation of the tetrachoiic correlation between the total
scale score and the ARRR rating, on which raters judged the
article on a 4-point scale. The ARRR rating were split so that
categories 1 and 2 formed one group and categories 3 and 4 formed
the other group. The r was .87 (df = 112) which is significIant
beyond the .005 alpha level.

From these analyses it was concluded that the rating scale was sufficiently

consistent within itself to be useful in rating research articles.

Findings3

Before the data were analyzed, a check was made to see whether the

characteristics of the judges were related to their ratings. It was found

2 The total scale score for some articles was based on sonewhat less than 33
items because one or more items were marked "not applicable' by the judge.

3 Findings of the 1962 study (Wandt, 1957) are reproduced in Appendix D.
Appreciation is expressed to Edwin Wandt for granting permiSsion to repro=
duce these findings.
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that there was a tendendy for,non-APA members and less experienced judges (i.e.

no research teaching, no dissertation supervision, no thesis supervision) tJ

rate articles slightly' higher than the more experienced judges did. However;

it was also found that the reviewers with varying characteristics were:quite

well distributed among the three types of journals, so it was decided to ignore

characteristics of judges in further analyses.

Overall Quality

The findings on the ARRR ratings for the 114 educational research articles

for all journals, far all education journals, and ..,cross the three. journal

categories are summarized in Table 6.

For all ,journals, only 8% of rf- -arch articles were rated "Acceptable as

is for publication",,,31% were rated "Acceptable after minor revisions",34%

were rated "Acceptable only. after major revisions", and 27% were rated "Reject".

A chi-square analysis was made on the distribution of ARRR ratings across

the three journal categories,, ER, NR, and RP. A chi-square value of 2.50 was

obtained (df = 6), which was non-significant. The distribution of ratings

on overall quality was, therefore, interpreted to be comparable, regardless

of the type of journal.

Ttatiruzs en. the 33 Characteristics

The findings on 33 specific characteristics of the 114 educational re-

search articles for all journals, for all education journals, and across the

three journal categories are summarized in Table 7.

For ell journals the highest mean rating was assigned to "Title is well

related to content" (3.80) and, the lowest was assigned to "Limitations of the

study-are stated" (2.37) followed closely by "Validity and reliability of data

gathering procedures are established (2.43). No mean rating fell below 2.00

in any journal category and only one mean rating was at 4.00 or above. The
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m nian rating was 3.26.

For all Education Journals the mean ratings ranged from 2.21 to 3.55,

with a median of 3.n0.

On the following characteristics, the assigned ratings were (:onsiderably

below thenmedian for all three journal categories: (1) Limitations of the study

L
are stated, (2) Validity and reliability of data gathering procedures are

established; (3) Studies are examined critically, (4) Assumptions are clearly

stated, (5), j.teseqch design is free of specific weaknesses, and (6) method

of Sampling is .appropriate.

The following characteristics received ratings considerably above the

median for allAthree'journal categories: (1) Title is well related to article,

(2) Problem is significant, (3) Source of important findings are noted,

(4 Data gathering methods are described, (5) Conclusions are relevant to

the problem, (6) Report is logically organized, and (7) Tone of the report

displays an unbiased attitude. The mean ratings of the 33 characteristics

for the articles in ER journals ranged from 2.19 to 3.60, with a median of

3.04. For the articles in NR journals, the mean ratings ranged from 2.16 to

3.76, with a median of 2.90. For the articles in the RP journals, the mean

ratings ranged from 2.54 to 4.13, with a median of 3.45.

P.w..ins=s on the Subscales

The mean and standard deviations across the rating subscales are pre-

sented for the three journal categories and for all journals in Table 8a

and the results of a Type 1 ANOVA for Subscales X Journa1 Categories are

summarized in Table 8b.

The ANOVA was p rformed using Journal Category as a between-subjects

variable composed of three levels (ER, NR, RP) and using Subscales as a

within-Subjects variable composed of seven levels (Title, Problem Statement,

Review of Literature, Procedures, Data Analysis, Summary and Conclusions, and

Form and Style). The ANOVA revealed a main effect on Journal Category
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significant beyond the .001 alpha level and a main effect on subscales also

significant beyond the .001 alpha level. There was no significant interaction

between the two variables.

The post hoc analysis for the subscale means indicated that the differ-

ence between A (Title) and G (Form and style) is not significant, while

the means for both of these scales differ from those for the other five

subscales. The means of the other five subscales do not differ significantly

from each other. For the journal categories, the post hoc analysis indicated

that the mean for "Related Profession" journals is significantly higher than

that for both categories of Education journals, but the difference between

the means of the two categories of Education journals is not significant.

Specific Shortcomings C'.ted by Judges

Each judge who, in the role of error, chose to reject his article

or to accept only after major revisions was asked to indicate the specific

shortcomings he would cite to substantiate his judgment. A tabulation of

the resulting citations is presented in Table 9 for all journal articles

and for articles in each of the three journal categories. For each charac-

teristic Table 9 contains the frequency of citation and the rank within

each journal category.

fhe 10 most frequently cited shortcomings of articles in All Journals

in order of frequency and with per cent of articles affected were:
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1. Research design is free of specific weaknesses (27%).
2. Research design is appropriate to solution of the problem (23%).
3. Validity and reliability of data gathering procedures are estab-

lished (22%).
4. Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence presented (22%).
5. Itethods of sampling are appropriate (21%).
6. Appropriate methods are selected to analyze data .(21%).
7. Conclusions are significant (207).
8. Limitations of the study are stated (19%).
9. Tables and figures are used correctly (18%).

10. Results of the analysis are presented clearly (16%).

The pattern of shortcomings in the total sample of articles was generally

common across all three journal categories. A Kendall coefficient of concor-

dance (W) computed on the three sets of ranking was found to be .71, indi-

cating a significant (p (.001) relationship among the rankings across the

three journal categories. Furthermore, seven of the 10 most frequently

cited shortcomings in the All Journals category were also among the 10

most frequently cited in each of the three separate categories. However,

disparities were apparent across the seven subscales of the rating instru-

ment. Virtually all of the most frequently cited characteristics were

contained within the following three subscales: (1) Procedures, (2) Data

Analysis, and (3) Summary and Conclusions. Those characteristics rele-

vant to Title, Problem, Review of Literature, and Form and Style were

relatively free of frequent citations.



Limitations of the study

The findings and conclusions of this study should be interpreted in light of

the following limitations:

1. As in the original study, the articles were evaluated by judges who were

.Considered expert in educational research but not necessarily in the

specific area of the study vhich they evaluated. Matching specialty of

the article to specialty of the judge might have produced somewhat dif-

ferent results.

2. The population of articles in the study was created using an arbitrary,

though objective, operational definition of "educational research". Un-

doubtedly, a change in this definition would alter the population make-

up and possible result in a population with characteristics different

from the one in this study.

3. Generalizations from this study should he limited to articles published

in Cie year 1971. Although it is reasonable to suggest that similar

patterns may exist for articles published during other years, no evidence

bearing on this point is at hand.

4. Although "blind" ratings were used, some judges may have recognized

the source of the article, so that some degree of bias may have existed

T.Thich is undeected.

Discussion and Conclusions

This survey of the quality of published educational research was a replication

of a study conducted in 1962 by an,ad hoc committee of AERA. Interpretation of

the findings necessarily requires some comparisions with those of the earlier study.

These comparisons must consider three variables: (1) The "true" quality of the

articles, (2) The biases of the judges for or against a class of journals, and

(3) The reference point or rating standard of the-judges.



The real concern of the investigators was with the first ariable, that is,

the "true" quality of the research. 1:ovever, all conclusions regarding the quality

of the research must be tentative because the effects of the other two forces are

unknon at the present time.

If the possible problems of judge bias and judge standards is ignored, the

folloi/ing conclusions may be drawn:

1. The percentage of published articles rated "reject" was lover for 1971

(27Z) than for 1962 (407), but the percentage rated "accept as is" is

also lower (9Z in 1971, 19% in 1962). These data are confounded by the

change in the rating scale from a 3-point scale in 1962 to a 4-point

scale in 1971. If the "Ninor revisons" category for the 1971 study is

collapsed with "Accent as is", then the percentage of acceptable articles

is still only 39Z.

2. The superiority of the 'Related Profession' journals over "Education"

journals is not as apparent in this study as it was in the 1962 study.

There was no difference in the percentages of the four ARRP ratings

assigned to each category of journals in this study. For the means of

the ratings on the 33 specific characteristics, the difference between

educatioa and RP journals, although significant, is less pronounced than

in 1962. The median of the item ratings for the two categories of

education journals are very close to those for 1962, while that for RP

journals is lower than for 1962 (3.45 for 1971, 3.92 for 1962).

3. The ouality of published educational research is still mediocre. That is,

the medians of the item ratings for all journal categories were approxi-

mately 3.0, defined in this study as "Nediocre, not good, not bad".

4. The greatest deficiencies of articles were in characteristics related to

"Procedures", "data analysis", and "summary and conclusions". The

specific characteristics with the lowest ratings generally came from
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these sections, as did the most frequently cited shortcomings. Although

an open-ended procedure vas used to identify shortcomings in the 1962

study while the present study used a structured response, it may he of

interest to compare the ten specific deficiencies cited most frequently

in both studies. Two of the deficiencies cited most frequently for 1971

articles were not included on the 1962 scale and were mentioned rather

infrequently as deficiencies in that study. Five deficiencies were among

the top 10 for both studies:

a. Validity and reliability of data gathering procedures are established

h. Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence presented

c. Methods of sampling are appropriate

d. Appropriate methods are used to analyze data

e. Results of the analysis are presented clearly.

All of these characteristics are critically important to consumers of

research to assure proper interpretation of research findings.

The Prece(!ing conclusions are based on two assumptions. The first is that

the judges in the present study used essentially the sane standards of excellence

as T.Tere used by the judges in 1962. This assumption is supported by the similarity

of judge characteristics and the use of virtually identical procedures in defining

and sampling articles and in gathering the rating data. The other assumption is

that no biases for or against the verious journal categories existed in either

study. Since an attempt was made to remove this source of bias in the present

study vhile it is an unlmown for the earlier study, this assumption is more

difficult to support. Since neither of these assumptions was tested, several

alternative conclusions may be drawn.

1. Research published in RP journals nay have declined in quality, while

that published in educational journals has remained constant in quality.

This would be the case if neither judge bias or changing standards were



operatin: in either stud..

Research published in both educatioL,1 journals and RP journals has re

mained constant in quality. This would the case if judge standards

remained constant and a selective bias favorir-Y, RP journals in the 1962

study was eliminated in the present study by the use of blind ratings.

3. The quality of research in RP journals may have remained constant and

the quality for educational journals may have declined. This would be

the case if there were bias on the judges' part in the earlier study in

favor of the ap journals and against the educational journals, and if

the ratings standards remained constant. If the blind ratings in the

present study eliminated these biases, then the ratinc's obtained in the

present study would appear to support this conclusion.

4. All published research may have improved in quality since 1962. This

would be the case if judges' standards have been raised and if selec

tive bias favoring RP journals but not negative toward educational

journals operated in the 12 study but not in this one.

In the absence of more information it is impossible to decide which is the

most acceptable conclusion. Additional studies are required to resolve this

ouestion.
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Table 1

Population and Sample of Educational research Articles Published in 1911

Journal

In

No. of Articles
Ponulation In Saalnle

7aucation Journals with Primarily nesearch Articles
15

35

37

559
1

3

3

43--
1. AV Communications Review
2. American Educational research Journal
3. British Journal of Educational Psychology
4. Counselor Education and Supervision 23
5. Educational and l'sychological leasurement 40 3

6. Exceptional Children 58 5

2. Journal of College Student Personnel Sc' 5

8. Journal of Educational measurement 30 2

9. Journal of Educational Research 81 6

10. Journal of Experimental Education 56 5

11. Journal of Negro Education 27 2

12. Journal of rtesearch in Science Teachin 69 4

13. Psychology in the Schools 49 4

Education Journals with Primarily 1ion--.search Articles 26 21

1. *American Vocational Journal 6

2. *Arithmetic Teacher 2

3.1i-Audiovisual Instruction 4 -

4. Comparative Educational %evie,7 9 1

5. Educational Leade7ship 14 1

6. Elementary School Journal 11 1

7. *Journal-of Creative Behavior 2 -

8. Journal of School Health 26 I
-

9. Journal of School Psychology 31 ,
-

10. Journal of Special Education' 0 1

11. Journal of Teacher Education 19 .?

12.-*iathematics Teacher 6 1

13. Personnel and r,uidance Journal 7 1

14. *Phi Delta Kappan 4

15. School Counselor 15 J

16. *School review 7,

17. School Science and ,Tathematics 30 2

18. Science Education 3C-)
1.

19. *Science leacher 4 1

20. *Teachers College Encord 1

21. Vocatiolial ruidance Quarterly 22 7-
,)

22.A-Volta 'review 4 1

elated Professions 667 55

1. American Journal of -Iental Deficiency 109 9

2. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 19 2

3. Child Development 120 10

4. Journal of Applied Psychology 94 8

5. Journal of Counseling Psychology 97 8

6. Journal of Educational Psychology 77 6

7. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorder 38 3

3. Journal of Speech and Hearing Researe.,. 96 0u

9. Sociology of Education 17 1

All Journals ) 121

* Ten journals published less than 7 research articles each in i-01. The 33 articles
Lora hose journals were treated as a single group for purposes of sampling. A total
of 3 articles were chosen from this group with the restriction that no more than one
article could come from any given journal. As a result, 7 journals were excluded
from the sample.



Table 2

Characteristics of the Sample of f'/ A7RA Division D Members

Percent r
111

P
90

Has earned doctor's degree ion%

Has taught course in methods
of educational research 81.!

Has supervised doctoral dissertation 73Z

Has supervised master's thesis c(c

Has served as a review editor of
a journal

member of AP_', 44' /t,

Years of "full time equivalent'
research experience

(.00 2:13 19.0')

Number of educational research
articles published

1().05 3.81 4{1.11



0

TABLE 3

Interjudge Alliability Estimates for Subscale Scores,
Total Scale Score, and ARna Score for 44 Articles

Variable r Significance Level

Subscale Scores

Title .11 NS

Problem staterktnt .18

'2.eview of the literature .6S

Procedures .37 .05

Data analysis .26 NS

Summary and conclusion .17 NS

Form and style .22 NS

Total Scale Score .43 .01

Allar. Score .21 NS



TABLE 4

Agreement of First and Second Judges
on ARE Ratings for 44 Articles

Rating of First Jud.

Totals
Accept ,kccept after

as is :anor Revisions
Accept after
Uajor Revisions Reject

o
to

'.,

,--1

I:,

o
0
(..)

w
cn

tt-t
0
m
o
4_,

o
c4

"eject

Accept after
Uajor Revisions

Accept after
:iinor Revisions

Accept as is

1

J.1

1

%

3

5

3

1

5

6

7

2

3

3

3

11

15

14

4

Totals 3 12 21 9 44



Table 5

Intercorrelations of the

Su1:scalesof the aating Scale

Subscales

A

A.

D.

C.

D.

B.

F.

G.

Title

Problem Statement

Literature Revi,T7

Procedures

Data Analysis

Sumpary,Concluions

Form & Style

.29

.15

.28

.25

.27

.40

.57

.49

.56

.57,

.37

.33

.30

.45

.65

.51

.65

.53

.5o .(0



Talde 6

Accept - Revise (TAinor) - Kevise (:najor) reject Ratings of 114

Eoucational iesearch Articles Published in 19711

Source of the articles2

Eumber of Percent rated as
articles in
sample Accept idnor re- i'l.ajor re-

as is visions visions Reject

n /0

All educational journals 63 4 (6) 18 (29) 24 (38) 17 (27)

Education journals which
primarily publish re-
search articles 42 3 (7) 14 (33) 14 (33) 11 (26)

Education journals which
primarily publish non-
research articles 21 1 (5) 4 (19) 10 (48) 6 (29)

Related profession journals 51 5 (10) 17 (33) 15 (29) 14 (28)

All journals 114 (8) 35 (31) 39 (34) 31 (27)

112 for distribution of ratings by journal categories = 2.50; 4 = 6; NS

2See Table 1 for journals in each category.
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of article
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(4) Problem is significant (4)1--
(5) Assumptions are clearly stated (3) L
(6) Limitations of the study are stated (6) L
(7) Important terms are defined
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C. Revio.1 of literature 5 4
(8) Coverage of the literature is adequate (8)
(9) Review of the literature is well organized (9)

(10) Studies are examined critically (10) i

(11) Source of important findings are noted (11)
(12) Relationship of the problem to previous (12) j:

research is made clear

1

D. Procedures 5

(13) Research design is described fully (13)
(14) Research design is appropriate to solution (14) ,

of the problem
(15) Research design 1.s free of specific (15)

weaknesses
t ...1_____1___

(16) Population and sample are described (16),
1

(17) r.ethod of sampling is appropriate
(17)1 -T.I.----1

(18) Data gathering methods or Procedures are (15)I i

described t i
(19) Data gathering methods or procedures are (19) ;

appropriate to the solution of the problem i
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(20) Data gathering methods or procedures are (20)1
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1used correctly _i1----4
(21) Validity & reliability of data gathering (21.)
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._
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Lprocedures are established

E. Data analysis 5 4
(22) Appropriate methods are selected to analyze (22)!

1
fdata

(22) Hethods utilized in analyzing the data are (23)
1applied correctly
1(24) Results of the analysis are presented (24)

clearly
(25) Tables and figures arc effectively used (25)1

1

F. Summary & Conclusions
(26) Conclusions are clearly stated
(27) Conclusions are substantiated by the

evidence presented.
(28) Conclusions are relevant to the problem
(29) Conclusions are significant
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G. Form & Style
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II. Overall Evaluation (check one)
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APPENDIX D TABLE 1D

The Population and Sample of Iducational Research Articles Published in 1962

Journal In pcipulaticn

No. of articles

In sample

243 37

Education journals which publish primarily research
articles
1. Journal of Educational Research 88 13

2. Personnel and Guidance Journal CO 9

3. Science Education 46 7

4. Journal of Experimental Education 32 5

5. California Journal of Educational Research 22 1
..,

Education journals which publish primarily non-research
281 44articles

1. Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary
School Principals 24 4

2. Elementary School Journal 23 3

3. Audio-Visual Communications Review 21 3

4. Arithmetic Teacher 22 3

5. Exceptional Children 15 2

6. Journal of Teacher Education 15 2

7. Elementary English 13 2 '

S. Vocational Guidance Quarterly 13 2

9. Journal of Negro Education 12 2

11. Junior College Journal 12 2

11. Adult Education 11 2

12. Clearing Douse 11 2

13. School Review 10 2

14. Education 9 1

15. School Science and Mathematics 9 1

16. High School Journal G 1

17. AEA Research Bulletin 3 1

18. Volta Review 3 1

19. Journal of Research in Music Education 7 1

20. Quarterly Journal of Speech 6 1

21. School and Society 6 1

22. Journal of Higher Education 4 1

23. Science Teacher 4 1

24. Educational Record 3 1

25. Phi Delta Kappan 3 1

26. Religious Education 3 1

*27. Modern Language Journal 3J 0

Related-Profession journals 298 44
1. Child Development 76 11
2. Journal of Educational Psychology 50 8

3. Educational and Psychological Measurement 42 6

4. Journal of Counseling Psychology 35 5

5. Journal of Personality 30 5

6. American Journal of Nental Deficiency 29 4

7. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders 22 3

S. Journal of Educational Sociology 11 2

*9. American Annals of the Deaf 3 0

All journals included in evaluation of research 827 125
*Five journals published only 3 research articles each in 1962. The 15 articles
from these journals were treated as a single group for purposes of sampling. Only
3 articles were chosen from this group with the restriction that a journal could
be represented by only one article. As a result of this sampling, two journals
were excluded; 125 articles from 39 journals were included in the evaluation study.



Table 2D

Ratings on 25 Characteristics for 125 Pesearch Articles (1962)

Characteristics (listed in order of near ratio) SD

24,ti Report is logically organized 3.71 1.12 123

25 Tone of the report displays an unbiased, impartial
scientific attitude 3.69 1.13 120

1 Problem is clearly stated 3.62 1,17 122

3 Problem is significant 3.59 1.09 121

13 Data-gathering methods or procedures are described 3.50 1.19 121

18 T:othods utilized in analyzing the data are applied
correctly 3.49 1.16 112

23 Report is clearly written 3.46 1.13 124

19 Results of the analysis are presented clearly 3.44 1.24 123

20 Conclusions are clearly stated 3.44 1.21 123

15 Data-gathering methods or procedures are utilized
correctly 3.38 1.17 115

Research design is described fully 3.35 1.25 121

11 Population and sample are described 3.35 1.22 120

14 -fata-gathering methods or procedures are appropriate
to the solution of the problem 3.27 1.09 119

22 Generalizations are confined to the population from
which the sample was drawnt 3.26 1.22 111

2 Hypotheses are clearly stated 3.24 1.38 92

17 Appropriate methods are selected to analyze the data 3.24 1.23 119

6 Important terms are defined 3.16 1.23 101
7 Relationship of the problem to previous research is

made clear 3.13 1.42 119
21 Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence

presented 3.11 1.42 119

9 Research design is appropriate to solution of the
problem 3.03 1.26 113

12 ::ethod of sampling is appropriate 2.97 1.21 103
10 Research design is free of specific weaknesses 2.81 1.13 117
5 Limitations of the study are stated 2.74 1.24 113

16 Validity and reliability cf the evidence gathered
are established 2.74 1.33 137

4 Assumptions are clearly stated 2.73 1.25 103

*These numbers refer to scales or characteristics rated and can be used to refer
to data in Table 3D
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